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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
OHLINE CORPORATION, a California 
corporation 
Plaintiff and Appellant, 
GRANITE MILL, a Utah 
corporation 
Defendant and Appellee, 
UTAH COURT OP APPEALS 
No. 920215-CA 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 
The Utah Supreme Court has jurisdiction over final orders 
entered by a District Court pursuant to Utah Code Annotated (1953 
as amended), Section 78-2-2(3)(j)- Pursuant to Utah Code 
Annotated (1953 as amended) Section 78-2-2(4) the Supreme Court 
may transfer to the Court of Appeals certain matters over which 
the Supreme Court has original Appellate Jurisdiction, on April 
3, 1992 pursuant to said authority, the above entitled matter was 
transferred to the Utah Court of Appeals for disposition. 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 
ISSUE 1: Did the Plaintiff at the time of contracting with 
Defendant have reason to know of the August 4, 1989, completion 
date? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 1: Lemon v. Coates 735 P. 2d 58 (Utah 
1987) Clearly erroneous standard. 
ISSUE 2: Did Defendant reasonably mitigate its damages? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 2: Lemon v. Coates 735 P.2d 58 (Utah 
1987) Clearly erroneous standard. Defendant has the duty to 
mitigate its damages under Thompson v. Jacobsen 23 u 2d 359, 463 
P. 801 (Utah 1970) . 
ISSUE 3: Was there a late delivery based upon the agreement 
between the parties and does a late delivery of goods allow 
damages under Utah Code Annotated 70A-2-715 ? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 3: Utah Code Annotated 70A-2-715 
Ketchum Konkel et. al. v. Heritage Mountain 784 P.2d 1217 (Utah 
App. 1989) Construction of Stattute is a question of law under 
correction of error standard. 
ISSUE 4: Did Defendant's actions result in an untimely 
delivery? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 4: Clearly erroneous standard Lemon v. 
Coates 735 P.2d 58 (Utah 1987). 
ISSUE 5: Has Defendant made an adequate showing of damages 
which would allow an offset? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 5: Clearly erroneous standard Lemon v. 
Coates 735 P.2d 58 (Utah 1987). 
DETERMINATIVE STATUTES 
The following sets forth the statutes which Plaintiff/ 
Appellant believe are determinative of the pending action. 
Utah Code Annotated 70A-2-715 Buyer's incidental and 
consequential damages. 
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(1) Incidental damages resulting from the seller's 
breach include expenses reasonably incurred inspection, 
receipt, transportation and care and custody of goods 
rightfully rejected, any commercially reasonable 
charges, expenses or commissions in connection with 
effecting cover and any other reasonable expense 
incident to the delay or other breach. 
(2) Consequential damages resulting from the seller's 
breach include 
(a) any loss resulting from general or particular 
requirements and needs of which the seller at the time 
of contracting had reason to know and which could not 
reasonably be prevented by cover or otherwise; and 
(b) injury to person or property proximately resulting 
from any breach of warranty. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
a. NATURE OP THE CASE. 
The Plaintiff and Appellant, Ohline Corporation filed a 
collection action against the Defendant and Appellee, Granite 
Mill based upon the manufacturing and sale of shutters, to be 
utilized in connection with the remodeling of a hotel in Las 
Vegas, Nevada. The Defendant/Appellee, acknowledged the 
outstanding balance of the account, but claimed a late delivery 
of the goods resulting in overtime wages and filed an Answer 
alleging as an affirmative defense an offset of $9,405.00. 
b. COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS. 
The Plaintiff and Appellant, Ohline Corporation filed a 
Complaint in the Third Judicial District Court in and for the 
State of Utah on September 26, 1990, alleging that Defendant and 
Appellee was indebted to the Plaintiff as a result of goods, 
wares, and merchandise sold and delivered by Plaintiff to the 
Defendant [R 2]. The Defendant/Appellee answered the Complaint, 
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acknowledging the indebtedness and alleging as an affirmative 
defense that Defendant was entitled to an offset in the principal 
amount requested by Plaintiff as a result of an alleged late 
delivery [R 8]. 
On December 31, 1990, Plaintiff/Appellant filed a Motion for 
Summary Judgment pursuant to Rule 4-501 of the Code of Judicial 
Administration supported by an Affidavit and Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Summary Judgment [R 11 - 25]. 
Defendant/Appellee filed a Memorandum of Points and Authorities 
in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment [R 26 ] 
and Affidavit [ R 34]. Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment 
was submitted for decision on April 8, 1991, [R 45]. The court 
on June 7, 1991 filed a Minute Entry denying Plaintiff's Motion 
for Summary Judgment stating that material facts exist which 
preclude granting summary judgment for the Plaintiff [R. 47]. 
The matter was tried before the Honorable Timothy R. Hanson 
on September 20, 1991, and Judgment entered on December 30, 1991, 
on behalf of the Defendant and against Plaintiff for no cause of 
action [R 66 and 67] . 
The Notice of Appeal was filed by Plaint iff/Appellant on 
January 24, 1992 [R 69]. 
The Utah Supreme Court on April 3, 1992, pursuant to the 
authority vested in said court transferred this action to the 
Court of Appeals for disposition. 
c. DISPOSITION OF TRIAL COURT. 
The trial court, with the Honorable Timothy R. Hanson 
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presiding on December 30, 1991 held that the overtime wages 
incurred by the Appellee were incidental damages under Utah Code 
Annotated 70A-2-715 (1) and entered Judgment in favor of the 
Defendant and against the Plaintiff for no cause of action [R 
66 & 67]. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
The Appellant on May 5, 1989, received purchase order no. 
2903 with a required delivery date of July 1, 1989 [R 9 & 10 
Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 1 Addendum A-2]. Appellant requested a 
deposit and when funds were not forthcoming on May 10, 1989, the 
order was canceled [R 10 & 31 Addendum A-2]. 
On May 22, 1989, Appellant again received a copy of purchase 
order no. 2903 in addition to a letter and a deposit check which 
reinstated the order. [R 12 & 13, Plaintiffs Exhibits 2,3,4, 
Addendum A-3, A-4 and A-5 ]. The letter from Appellee stated 
that the shutters would be ready for shipment by the third week 
in July "Hopefully Mid Month." [Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 2, and 
Addendum A-4]. 
On May 31, 1989, Appellant received a fax from Scott 
College, an agent of the Defendant, noting that the final 
dimensions would be expressed on June 5, 1989 [Plaintiffs Exhibit 
No. 5, R 101]. On June 6, 1989, Appellant received a fax with 
the finished sizes and that was the first time Appellant was 
able to engage in the manufacturing of the shutters [Plaintiffs 
Exhibit No. 6, R 102]. 
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On July 22, 1989, the first delivery was made to the job 
site in Las Vegas, by Chuck Pace, an agent of the Appellant, with 
the balance of the shipment placed with a commercial shipper on 
July 25, 1989, and July 26, 1989 [R 103 and 104, Plaintiffs 
Exhibits No. 7 and 8]. Appellant alleges that no specific 
delivery date was promised [R. 131]. The Defendant/Appellee 
claims that delivery was to be made in the middle of July and no 
later than the third week in July or the 21st [R 139]. 
The Defendant/Appellee had entered into a contract with TCO 
which provided that the remodeling was to be completed on or 
before August 4, 1989 [R 143]. The Defendant/Appellee alleges 
that the deadline was discussed with Plaintiff/Appellant, [R 
144], which is denied by Appellant [R 98]. 
The parties acknowledge that it would take approximately one 
thousand (1,000) hours to install the shutters once they had been 
received [R 150A]. The August 4th deadline was never 
memorialized in writing to the Appellant [R 158]. The 
Plaintiff/Appellant never received a copy of the agreement 
between TCO and Ohline Corporation and was not a party to the 
agreement [R 160]. Defendant/Appellee never requested that the 
deadline be extended [R 160 & 161]. 
The July 22, 1989 delivery comprised a minimum of twenty 
percent (20%) to the one third of the total delivery required 
under the contract [R 176] with the final delivery being made on 
July 28, 1989 [R 176]. The Appellees agent acknowledged that 
installation of the shutters took a little over a thousand 
6 
(1,000) hours for installation [R 177]. 
Appellees witness testified that total time expended in 
installing the shutters was a little over one thousand man 
(1,000) hours [R 177] and that from the date of the first 
delivery until August 4, 1989 there were 1,040 billable hours of 
regular time for installation of the shutters [R 190 & 191]. 
Appellants witness testified that from the 24th of July through 
August 4th he had thirteen men, which represented the maximum 
number which could be used effectively, for installation of 
shutters [R 183 & 199] working regular time on nothing but 
installation of the shutters [R 193]. Mr. Scott College a 
witness for the Appellee also testified that he had no 
independent recollection of notifying Plaintiff of the deadline 
[R 197 & 198]. 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
Plaintiff/Appellant alleges that the following is a summary 
of the argument which shows that Defendant/Appellees offset 
should not have been granted by the court and Judgment granted on 
Plaintiffs Complaint. 
Defendant/Appellee had a duty to reasonably mitigate its 
damages and as acknowledged through Appellees own witness 
installation of the shutters required approximately 1,160 hours, 
and based upon thirteen men working eight hours a day there were 
1,040 hours available for installation of the shutters. 
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Appellant, even if they are liable for damages, should only be 
responsible for the difference between the time available and the 
time actually expended in installation of the shutters. 
Plaintiff/Appellant alleges that the delay in the shipment 
was caused as a result of Defendant/Appellee canceling the first 
order of May 5, 1989, and the delay in sending sizes of the 
windows in question, which would allow manufacturing of the 
product. Even if the total delivery occurred on July 22, 1989 
Appellee would have had to utilize the same number of overtime 
hours for installation of the shutters. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
DEFENDANT DID NOT REASONABLY MITIGATE ITS DAMAGES. 
The Defendant/Appellee has a duty to reasonably mitigate any 
damages which it may have incurred. Thompson v. Jacobsen 23 Utah 
2d 359, 463 P.2d 801 (Utah 1970) Utah Farm Production Credit v. 
Cox 627 P.2d 62(Utah 1981) and Salt Bowl Company v. State 535 
P.2d 1253 (Utah 1975). The Pre-Code concept of damages are not 
displaced by the code. Anderson Uniform Commercial Code Third Ed. 
Vol 4 Section 2-715:3. Defendant/Appellee's witness testified 
that they could only utilize effectively thirteen men in 
connection with the installation of the shutters [R 182, 183, and 
199] and that based upon utilizing thirteen men for eight hours a 
8 
days 104 hours per day were available for installation of the 
shutters [R 189]. Testimony was further elicited that 1,160 
hours was utilized for installation for the shutters in question 
[R 190 & 196]. The Defendant/Appellee rather than minimize its 
damages in connection with installation of the shutters appears 
to have attempted to optimize the overtime work by utilizing 24 
men, when it was previously testified that only thirteen men 
could be utilized effectively, on the most expensive day of the 
week on a Sunday for installation of the shutters CR 199, 
Addendum A-6 and Exhibit 16]. In reviewing the time for 
installation of the shutters based upon Appellees agents 
testimony it took 1,160 hours for installation and 1040 regular 
hours were available for installation of the shutters; which 
should only result in 120 hours of overtime at $15.00 per hour or 
an offset of $1,800 rather than the $9,405 taken by the 
Defendant/Appellee. 
A party must take reasonable steps to reduce or minimize any 
damages they sustain or would sustain because of a breach of 
contract by another party. Anderson Uniform Commercial Code Third 
Ed. Vol. 4 Section 2-715:27. It is well recognized that a party 
cannot recover from damages flowing from consequences that he may 
have reasonably avoided. Lake Village Implement Co. v. Cox 252 
Ark 224, 478 S.W. 2d 36 (1972). Assuming the Appellant was liable 
for damages, based upon Defendant/Appellee's testimony 1,160 
hours were used in instillation and 1,1040 regular hours were 
available for instillation, resulting in overtime of 120 hours or 
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a maximum of $1,800 in damages. 
POINT II 
INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES DO NOT INCLUDE OVERTIME 
INCURRED BY THE DEPENDANT/APPELLEE 
The trial court held that the measure of damages for 
Plaintiffs breach are incidental damages under Utah Code 
Annotated Section 7QA-2-715 (1) "Any other reasonable expenses 
incident to the delay."' [ Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
page 7 paragraph 5 R 64]. The Official Comment to Uniform 
Commercial Code Section 2-715 (1), which is the same section 
adopted in Utah states: 
"1. Subsection (1) is intended to provide reimbursement 
for the buyer who incurs reasonable expenses in 
connection with the handling of rightfully rejected 
goods or goods whose acceptance may be justifiable 
revoked, or in connection with effecting cover where 
the breach of the contract lies in nonconformity or 
non-delivery of the goods. The incidental damages 
listed are not intended to be exhaustive but are merely 
illustrative of the typical kinds of incidental 
damage." 
In showing the distinction between incidental and 
consequential damages Hawkland Uniform Commercial Code Series Vol 
3 Section 2-715:02 in quoting the case of Petroleo Brasileiro, 
S.A. Petrobras v Ameropan Oil Co. 14 UCC Rep 661, 667, 372 F Supp 
503, 508 (E D N Y 1974) states: 
"While the distinction between the two is not an 
obvious one, the Code makes plain that incidental 
damages are normally incurred when a buyer (or seller) 
repudiates the contract or wrongfully rejects the 
goods, causing the other to incur such expenses as 
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transporting, storing, or reselling the goods. On the 
other hand, consequential damages do not arise within 
the scope of the immediate buyer-seller transaction, 
but rather stem from losses incurred by the non-
breaching party in its dealings, often with third 
parties, which were a proximate result of the breach, 
and which were reasonably foreseeable by the breaching 
party at the time of contracting." 
While Utah Code Annotated Section 70A-2-715 (1) is not 
intended to be exhaustive, a review of the kinds of losses 
recovered as incidental damages under cases decided utilizing the 
same Uniform Commercial Code Section fall into three groups. The 
three groups appear to be: (1) damages incurred in rejecting 
nonconforming goods, (2) damages incurred in covering and (3) 
damages incurred in caring for the goods. Hawkland Uniform 
Commercial Code Series Vol 3 Section 2-715:02. 
The action presently before the court arises from the 
dealings with the non-breaching party in its dealings with a 
third party and should be governed by Subsection 2 (a) of Utah 
Code Annotated 70A-2-715 as consequential damages. The Utah 
court in Cook Associates, Inc. v. Warnick 664 P. 2d 1161 ( Utah 
1983) in determining damages for a delay in delivery utilized 
consequential damages for the sellers breach under Utah Code 
Annotated 70 A-2-715 (2) (a) and not the incidental damages 
outlined in Subsection (1). 
The right of the buyer to recover consequential damages is 
not unlimited. The mere fact that it can be proven that a buyer 
has sustained certain damages in consequence of the sellers 
breach does not entitle the buyer to recover damages therefore. 
Under Utah Code Annotated 70A-2-715 (2) (a) consequential damages 
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are allowed against the seller if at the time of the sale the 
seller knew or had reason to know of the general or particular 
requirements of the buyer and if the failure of the goods to meet 
those requirements could not be reasonably prevented. Although 
the record is in dispute as to the August 4th deadline and the 
penalty clauses incurred therein, at no time was there any 
written confirmation showing the August 4th deadline or penalties 
thereunder given to the Plaintiff/Appellant. 
The Defendant/Appellee initially placed the order on May 5, 
1989 and said order was subsequently canceled as a result of a 
failure to pay a deposit and subsequently reinstated on May 22, 
1989. At the time of reinstatement no notification was placed 
upon the reinstatement: noting the August 4, 1989 deadline or 
penalties thereunder. The time when a sales contract is made is 
significant in determining what was the contemplation of the 
parties and not at the time of breach or some subsequent event. 
Anderson Uniform Commercial Code Third Ed. Vol. 4 Sec 2-715: 25. 
The general rule in regard to damages because of late 
delivery is the same as the rule with respect of a failure to 
deliver any goods and in the absence of notice when the contract 
was entered into of circumstances rendering damages probable they 
cannot be recovered. Anderson Uniform Commercial Code Third Ed. 
Vol. 4 Sec 2-715: 37. The Utah Supreme Court has acknowledged 
that under Utah Code Annotated 70A-2-715(2)(a) the tacet 
agreement test for recovery is rejected and all that is required 
is that the seller at the time of contracting had reason to know 
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of the general requirements and needs of the buyer that would 
result in a loss. Cook Associates, Inc. v. Warnick G64 P . 2d 1161 
(Utah 1983) The court in that case held that an inordinate delay 
would allow recovery of damages under said section. However, in 
the action presently pending before the court an inordinate delay 
did not occur and at the time of ordering no specific date was 
placed upon the same nor an indication that damages would occur 
if a minor delay in deliver did occur. 
An expense will not ordinarily be considered incidental or 
consequential damage to a breach of contract under Section 2-715 
of the Uniform Commercial Code if the buyer would have incurred 
the expense even if delivery was not timely or a breach of a 
warranty occurs. Delhomme Industries v. Holt 735 F 2d 177 (Fifth 
Circuit 1984); Anderson Uniform Commercial Code Third Ed. Vol 4 
Section 2-715:8. The trial court acknowledged that delivery was 
to be made no latter than July 22, 1989. [Paragraph 4 Conclusions 
of Law R 64]. On July 22 1989 Appellee received twenty to thirty 
three percent of the shutters [R 176] and commenced work on the 
following Monday July 24, 1989, with thirteen men being the 
maximum number that could be used effectively, [R 199] through 
August 4, 1989 and still incurred the overtime as shown on 
Defendant's Exhibit 16 [ Addendum A-6]. Therefore Appellee would 
have suffered the same damages if the total shipment had been 
received on July 22, 1989 and seller should not be responsible 
for the overtime. In Seal v. Tayco, Inc. 16 U 2d 323, 400 P 2d 
503 (Utah 1965) the Utah court, based upon a late delivery 
13 
acknowledged that a party should not be entitled to a set-off in 
excess of any possible loss. 
POINT III 
DEPENDANT CONTRIBUTED TO A DELAY IN THE MANUFACTURING AND 
SHIPMENT OF THE SHUTTERS 
The order as reinstated by Defendant/Appellee on May 22, 1989, 
as accompanied by correspondence from Defendant's agent Wayne 
Hickenlooper [ Addendum A -4] acknowledged payment of the 25% 
deposit as a result of the custom manufacturing of shutters. 
Paragraph two of the letter states "Chuck Pace stated that the 
shutters would be ready for shipment by the third week in July 
"Hopefully Mid-Month". The Utah courts have unanimously held 
that in a case of inconsistency or uncertainty as to the meaning 
of the contract it should be construed most strictly against its 
framer. Seal v. Tayco Inc. 16 Utah 2d 323, 400 P.2d 503 (Utah 
1965), Bank of Ephraim v. Davis et al. 599 P.2d 538 (Utah 1977). 
If a literal interpretation is taken of the May 17, 1989 letter 
the third week is also the middle of the month. A reasonable 
interpretation of the contract appears to be that the third week 
means after twenty one days rather than the fourteen to twenty 
one days interpretation taken by the Defendant/Appellee, which 
is the same time period as "Mid Month." The correspondence of 
May 17, 1989 [Plaintiffs Exhibit no. 2 Addendum A-4] indicates 
that the shutters v/ould be ready for shipment and not received on 
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said time period as outlined in the correspondence. 
The Plaintiff/Appellant did not receive the dimensions which 
would allow them to commence production of the shutters in 
question until June 6, 1989, [Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 6, R 102] 
and the normal production time for manufacturing of a special 
order is from seven to nine weeks [R 136]. The delay in 
providing the final dimensions and not proceeding under the May 
5, 19897 order resulted in a delay of the manufacturing and 
ultimate shipment of the shutters in question. 
A party that causes delay in completion is not entitled to 
recover for resulting failure to meet completion dates and even 
if the owner is not entirely responsible for delay in completion 
of the contract, but has contributed he may be precluded from 
obtaining damages. Hiqqins v. City of Fillmore 639 P.2d 192 
(Utah 1981). Based upon Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 2 no specific 
date for completion and/or delivery was required of Plaintiff but 
only an estimate based upon the seven to nine weeks for 
manufacturing. Damages should not be awarded unless the delays 
are said to be so excessive as to fall outside the scope of the 
contract to provide for a recovery in quantum meruit. Allen-Howe 
Specialties v. U.S. Construction, Inc. 611 P.2d 705 (Utah 1980). 
CONCLUSION 
Defendants offsets should be denied as a result of their own 
actions, and Judgment should be entered in favor of Plaintiff 
pursuant to the prayer of Plaintiff's Complaint. If Appellant is 
subject to damages, no offset should be allowed because Appellee 
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was required to utilize the same overtime for installation of the 
shutters if delivered on the 22nd of July or as delivered 
RESPECTFULLY submitted this 4th day of May, 1992. 
Gerald M. Conder 
Attorney for 
Plaintiff/Appellant 
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IGINAL BILL OF LADING OR SIGNEO DELIVEIW (IECEIPT MUST ACCOMPANY! 
COUNT WILL IiC TAKEN f HOM DATE OP RECEIPT QF INVOICES WITH CIQNEL) I 
JINU OR DFLIVEII.Y HLCEIPIS. 
HF.SEHVI- I IIC KlCillT TO CANCEL THIS OfMEd IF SHIPMENT IS NOT MAnr..— 
S i l l UTIOHS WILL NUl l i t Ai'i-i-nt 
:*-V i ; ' ,^ ; !p '09ANiTE Miu'AND FIXTURE COMPANY? 
INVOICE. 1 v-*'«| ^^^T-i-Tf • i^^Vi*-'**i>4V:-.«--••'fi*^ '^>W'i^»4f 
'?#K'&<W^K''---< 
4 (GRANITE Mil l 
A M QUALITY WOODWORK SINCE 1907 
J55 WEST NORTH TEMPLE • P.O. BOX 16086 • SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84116 
PH0NE52V3222 
1 7 7 1 4 
): ONLINE CORPORATION 
1930 U&ST 139TH STREuT 
CY.RDEMA« CA VU249 
[NO. £7UJ 
THIS NUMBER MUST APPEAR Otf 
A U INVOICES. tAGKINQ S U M 
PACKAGES* CQRItfiSFONQSNGl 
SHIP TO: 
GRANITE MILL AND FIXTURE COMP/ 
1065 WEST NO. TEMPLE • SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
(UNLESS SHOWN OTHERWISE BELOW) 
^ Gg& 
RCCCIVH 
MAY 2 2 108 
PLEASE ENTER OUR ORDER FOR THE FOLLOWING ITEMS SUBJECT TO TERMS AND CONDITIONS HEREON: 
£2. 
Quantity 
puie Req 
7 / 1 /69 
Unit Stock ff 
for 
LIAS W.CA.S HILTQfJ 
Description 
Pag« 
"ar 
Job AT 
F.O.B. 
F.O.ff 
Ship VIA, 
BEST"'! 
Unit Prlca — E K M 
16 B HAYS i?« ShU ITERS) 
C|RAFTSi'AU SUI IES 147 l l 50 1459'V. ( 
IB 0 BIAYS U'JcS SHUITEKS) 
DESERT ^ U t t E S 1147 7 d3 16318.S 
— , • n | 
8 B a AYS (4:3 ShU ITERS) 
qCLECJK n SUITES. J a 1147 If 3 44 9067.^ 
6 B BAYS 12 c. EHUTTERo) 
JCLECT'C 3 SUITES 1147 8 41.00 60«16.( 
1 PA-LFTI7ED 
2 PRtCgQ PER ATI ACHED QUOTE 
ACE (CHuc/^T 
FV.il-M SAMPLES U1LL D E S E N T 4*3 
WEEK Cr 3 - f i -69 
U-4H4-MUJ > v
 > READY fOS P I C K U P 
fo/fl •xM fjc <e -I-BV) CnCulX INFORM/-. I TON MAY BE «5 
•BTAir-rU Fn'C/i CUri COMPTROLLER, 
MARY i^f-Ts' LTNQU'AI L SO 1 - 4 6 7 3 2 5 2 J ^ f ^ 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
TERMS N E T 3 0 
MAIL INVOICES IN DUPLICATE TO: P.O. 16086, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84116 
ORIGINAL BILL OF LADING OR SIGNED DELIVERY RECEIPT MUST ACCOMPANY INVOICE. 
DISCOUNT WILL BE TAKEN FROM DATE OF RECEIPT OF INVOICES WITH SIGNEO BILLS OF 
LAOING OR DELIVERY RECEIPTS. 
WE RESERVE THE RIGHT TO CANCELTHIS ORDER IF SHIPMENT IS NOT MADE WHEN PROMISED 
SUBSTITUTIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED UNLESS APPROVEO IN WRITING BY AUTHORIZED AGENT. 
ACKNOWLEDGE ORDER 
IMMEDIATELY ON COPY PROVIDFn 
GRANITE MILL AND FIXTURE COMPANY C i PANYr 
™.fIM/: #*&*****&* • ^ AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE 
ORIGINAL SUPPLIER'S COPY 
RECUIVEU 
HAY 2 2 1989 
May 17, 1989 
John Craig 
Ohline Corpon.tion 
1930 Weal 139ih Street 
Gardena, CA <0249 
Re: Purchase Order 2903 
Dear Mr. Crai|s 
I have erclosed our check for the initial 25% deposit as we agreed 
yesterday. J} 
Chuck Pace stated that the shutters would ba ready for shipment by the 
third week in July - "Hopefully Mid Month", 
Respectfully, 
rE CO. 
looper 
u*^#&^-~> 
ta/WH 
• J ^ « « I i w m i b b r\lW n _ Aiunc uuwir'AN T llKA WtST NORTH TEMPLE . P.O. BOX * * ™ * *
 S A t
-
T L A K E C I T Y
-
 U T A H 8 4
"
6
 * «"»> S"*22* 34: 
INVOICE 
NCI 
X 
5-16-8 
iNVOrp 
O A t l . 
DESCRIPTION 
Z5^.uepos!t on P.0« 2903 
as :§greed 
RECEIVED 
JOB NO. 
2073 
INVOICE AMOUNT 
11,303,94 
BETeNTlL 
DISCOUN 
-
J
 HWfrt 
n;3o$ 
HAY n t383 
•Ay V'-'1 • • • - , ? ' • ' ' 
14.- U 
RANBTE HI 
QUALITY.WOODWORK SINCE 1907 . . 
1055 WEST NORTH TEMPLE • $ALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 
, M A I N AT FIRST SOUTH OFFICE 
• FIRST SECURITY BANK OF UTAH 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841XX 
DATE MAY 16, 1989 V-'-^H 
PAY ELEVENTHOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THREE & 94/100 PILLARS „ $11,303.94 
•V.'rVv1 
*A 
TO ,'OHLIIIE CORPORATION Attn. John Craig • *' 
OHIEH VI930 WEST-139th STREET V • ' '• " 
0F
 '• GARD^NA, CA 90249 .,.. U i • 
* .> . -^  Y * 
is •-• .v.--
i>'00 3UOa«" 1:121,0000 121:0 5 * D^^Tfl lOu' 
^ ' ^ A . . 
• ^ 
qRjy^rre 
Delivery Date 
0hline/CPace7/22 5:00pm 
7/25 
7/26 
P.I.E. 7/27 
P.I.E. 7/28 
7/29 
7/30 
7/31 
8/1 
8/2 
Overtime Reguired^ 
3 (lMan/3HRS) 
18 (6Men/3HRS) 
18 (6Men/3HRS) 
18 (6Men/3HRS) 
26(6Men3/HRS-4Men/2HRS) 
80 (10Men/8HRS) 
192 (24Men/8HRS) 
20 (10Men/2HRS) 
30 (10Men/3HRS) 
30 (10Men/3HRS) 
Rate/H^R.O.T. 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$30.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 
~t/\\''hlfo Total O.T.Cost 
Amount 
$45.00 
$270,00 
$270,00 
$270.00 
$390.00 
$1,200,00 
$5,760,00 
$300,00 
$450,00 
$450.00 
$9,405.00 
27 F TOTtf*- M/vi&S 
A-6 
